IR and related social science disciplines focusing on peace and conflict studies have enabled a bureaucratic understanding of peacebuilding and a liberal form of peace. This has extended into a neoliberal type of statebuilding. There is now an impressive international architecture for peace, but its engagement with its subjects in everyday contexts has been less impressive.
Introduction
When mainstream (i.e. realist, liberal, and to some degree now constructivist) IR scholars and policy makers view the world they are endeavouring to govern, pacify, make compliant, or 1 A very early version of this paper was presented at a conference on "The Local in Global 4 recently, as the limitations of such approaches have become clear, there has been a postcolonial concern with the subaltern perspective, the production of hybridity (representative of the formation of political frameworks subject to unequal power relations and agonistic encounters between subaltern and powerful actors), and agency, resistance, and a local turn. 4 This, in turn, has led to a discussion of negative and positive forms of hybrid peace, 5 combining the liberal peace system and other forms of political arrangements to provide opportunities for a more legitimate peace, whilst also and more problematically maintaining aspects of stratification in justice.
A key concept emerging in the 1990s in both theory and policy was peacebuilding.
Peacebuilding foregrounds the development of a universal human rights framework along with democracy as a response to conflict. In the 2000s, statebuilding has added the priorities of security and marketisation following the neoliberal model of state rather than a welfare model. This project is one of pacification and governance (local, state or global) whereby its subjects' needs and identities are not engaged with directly. According to the principles of the liberal, they are to be 'transformed' into rights-observing and rights-bearing subjects in a neoliberal world of self-help, so that local, state, and systemic conflict may be avoided. Thus, 5 they are to become putative liberal subjects, resilient, and capable of self-help in the global economy as if there had never been historical injustice, and there is currently a level playing field where rights may be exercised.
As various forms of peace activity and theory, including the UN system itself, are theorised under this rubric, the very notion that it has the right to act needs to be examined.
English School, critical, post-structural, feminist and other approaches in IR, often seen as marginal, have long challenged epistemic power structures and have been quietly influential.
A long-standing critical literature in IR draws on social theory, anthropology, ethnography, political philosophy, activism, and post-colonial or subaltern studies. This critical movement has begun to significantly modify mainstream IR, but more needs to be done. Mainstream IR cannot do this from its own perspective -a positionality driven by the interests of power and cosmopolitan norms, contained within geopolitics and a territorial system of state sovereignty. In essence, IR's view of peace is in crisis, with the subject's pressure on the state, international system, and global capital, and his/her claims for emancipatory forms of politics. A similar crisis occurred when anthropology began to reflect on its engagements with colonialism. AJR Groom's reflections on IR theory and on peace presaged these concerns often from a functionalist and pluralist perspective. 6 Following these earlier insights, this article examines the developing relationship between mainstream IR and aspects of anthropology in both positive and negative terms and the implications of the tensions between the two disciplines for peacebuilding and peacemaking. Mainstream IR tends to instrumentalise anthropology according to its own 6 Groom, A. J. R. Clearly, peace formation also partly depends on such networking opportunities.
Mainstream IR needs anthropology to prevent its projects from verging into hegemonic illegitimacy. Anthropology has resolved this problem for itself -at least to a greater degree. It is reluctant to potentially be co-opted by power all over again and, thus, IR discounts culture, and so misses (and is perplexed) by the way its industrial agency for liberal peacebuilding and statebuilding is countermanded, whereas anthropology sees only that agency as if there were no structure with which it could tactically engage. That said, Scott, de Certeau, and others show how agency drawn from the most unlikely sources may achieve exactly that.
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IR and anthropology's intimate relationship
Despite the tensions and complementarities outlined above between IR, ethnography, and anthropology, the relationship between IR and anthropology has long revolved around the problem of government and order. If civil society is the state (or community is the polity) in ideal terms, however, and if IR and anthropology have worked hard to maintain their separation to allow progress and related forms of governance over society, the argument above has failed. In this understanding, IR has attempted to co-opt anthropology for problemsolving, while anthropology has veered between acquiescence with trusteeship and vanguardist forms of governance and complete rejection of being at the service of power.
In fact, both approaches are integral to the search for peace, albeit disguised by a mutual misapprehension about their relative positionality. Resolution at the social level is crucial, reform of the state to build long term stability is also necessary, and trusteeship often is required to maintain a balance of power at the elite level through a form of powersharing.
IR and anthropology are already in a very intimate relationship centring on the nature of power and its exercise, on knowing the subject, and on understanding the diversity of cultures, needs, and social structures that make up the various polities networking across local and global scales. Peace depends on the relations of communities as well as the design of the state and power-sharing, and to achieve this, IR and anthropology can fruitfully combine forces. Without anthropology, IR is destined to repeat the errors of distant and insensitive trusteeship governance, the valorisation of technocracy, industrial scale material power, state sovereignty and international organisation. Its peace will be negative, resisted and incapable at the everyday level. Power's biases are replicated in a discipline that often preaches rights and democracy but rarely acts in its own ethical, theoretical or methodological frameworks. In contrast, anthropology has long rejected its flirtation with power and policy driven research and has worked hard to 'de-nativise' its perspectives of its subjects. By the same token, IR might begin to engage with the complicated task of building legitimate hybrid orders and forms of peace across local and global scales.
By focusing on the seemingly narcissistic details of other's lives for their own sake, as the critical move in anthropology has proposed, 44 and the various forces, structures, and dynamics affecting them, while celebrating their different life-worlds, anthropology has tried to avoid its own instrumentalisation. In doing so, anthropology has prevented itself from holding other disciplines to account in their respective colonial moments. To enable disciplines like IR to develop their own post-colonial moment and to have a deeper influence on late modernity, anthropology must communicate its epistemic openness more broadly. It requires the capacity to explore local legitimacy and everyday forms of peace and educate IR without being dominated by it.
Both anthropology and IR have had recent or historical disciplinary relationships with orientalism, colonial administration and positivism, and they have lessons to teach each other.
Both have the capacity to engage for the purposes of producing fourth generation peace discourses -critical, hybrid, emancipatory, and empathetic, 45 in which peacebuilding, statebuilding, development, and local cultural, socio-historical, and political systems interact to produce hybrid forms that resonate legitimately at both the international and local level.
One cannot succeed in this project without the other. IR needs a 'subaltern moment' in which it confronts the failings of its own power and collapses the distinction between the state and
[civil] society. Post-colonial, critical and post-structural approaches in IR offer possibilities, but anthropology leads the way in foregrounding the subject. 
Without anthropology
IR and peace and conflict studies, as well as development economics, have difficulties in their positions on dealing with conflict, as these frequently follow both a governmentality logic and a colonial and neoliberal economic rationality. This is well documented. 46 If reporting on conflict situations must occur to bring peace, and if it is carried out from the elite level of epistemology (i.e., developed northern donors and institutions), it will inevitably be biased towards this level and its understanding of the necessities of governance.
Transformation, conflict resolution, peacebuilding, statebuilding, and development have an ideal of the northern, developed, rational-legal subject in mind, along with expectations of liberal and neoliberal governors. We cannot describe these subjects as politicians or civil servants in their involvement with developing and southern conflict actors, because they are not locally representative or legitimate in either a technical or a normative sense, even though the humanitarian resources, social peace, and peace treaties they offer will be attractive to many.
Such insights have been circulating amongst ethnographical scholars of peace and conflict studies for some time. 47 Thus, it is pertinent to ask whether IR can avoid colonial Yet as resistance grows so does intervention in ever more subtle ways. Statebuilding's governmentalising character makes it more effective and potentially less humane and emancipatory because its effectiveness is associated with a northern or global set of priorities rather than those arising at the local level. Simply put, IR represents mainstream governmentality, and anthropology represents local agency and resistance -in other words, the co-constitution of the subaltern, the state, and the international. Both IR and anthropology are required to produce a politically, socially, and economically sophisticated form of peace, avoiding domination and trusteeship, connected to the possibilities available through international collaboration but engaged with cultural and social patterns of legitimate authority.
The peace formation turn
Departing from the century long tension between anthropology and IR requires a multidimensional methodology and interdisciplinary approach -this, in fact, has been occurring for some time. 52 The local and the everyday are contextual, historical, social, relational, and political, but cannot be reduced to power and interests, whether military, economic, or institutional. The local is not just ephemeral: it is also social and material. Thus, peace, its processes, and programmes, must be made through locally, with some dimensions addressed through states (statebuilding) and at the international level (peacebuilding and global governance).
Engaging with the local, the social, and the everyday dimensions of peace requires simultaneously with an appreciation of their interplay as a forever unfinished process. It drives the emergence of peace agreement, the shape of the state, and international positionality from below, or across networks and scales, rather than from above through channels of northern authority.
Peace formation needs to utilise eclectic, adaptive, cross-cultural, and inventive approaches based on contextual experience (rather than external managerial technical planning) to overcome top down and external biases. 57 It must move beyond the common external understanding of 'local knowledge' as environmentally oriented, when, in fact, it is also social, political, and cultural: 'a system of concepts, beliefs, and ways of learning'. 58 In peace formation, it is internationals who need to learn, rather than merely local actors, about the deeper dynamics of peace. 59 But while internationals learn, they make mistakes and incur unintended consequences, presenting an ethical dilemma. Internationals need to be aware of the adaptability of local knowledge as well as its vulnerability. 60 Yet local actors are hard working, ingenious, networked, and resilient, empowered by low-level solidarity, even if they are exposed, isolated, vulnerable and relatively weak. 61 Many face a complex array of cultural,
